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segregation.  For example, the majority of public housing residents are non-white and most 
public housing accommodations are grouped in the same census tracts, which results in 
residential segregation. Similarly, many Section 8 voucher holders are racial or ethnic 
minorities and most housing that accepts Section 8 vouchers is grouped in a few select 
areas, which again results in residential segregation. The report offers recommendations to 
curb such residential segregation, which include: 
 

• Dispersing public housing developments throughout cities and communities; and 
• Providing greater incentives for landlords with properties throughout an area to 

accept the coupons. 25 
 
Published in 2009 by the National Fair Housing Alliance, “For Rent: No Kids!: How 
Internet Housing Advertisements Perpetuate Discrimination” presented research on the 
prevalence of discriminatory housing advertisements on popular websites such as craigslist.  
According to the article, while newspapers are prohibited from publishing discriminatory 
housing advertisements, no such law exists for websites such as craigslist, as they are 
considered interactive internet providers rather than publishers of content. As such, they 
are not held to the same legal standards as newspapers.  Currently, while individual 
landlords who post discriminatory advertisements may be held responsible, there are no 
such standards for companies, like craigslist, that post the advertisements that are 
discriminatory.  Other publishers of content, like newspapers, are currently required to 
scan the advertisements they accept for publishing for content that could be seen as 
discriminatory such as phrases like “no children” or “Christian only” that violate provisions 
of the Fair Housing Act in their stated preferences that violate protected groups like families 
with children and religion.   
 

OTHER CASES WITH NATIONAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
In a landmark fraud case, Westchester County, New York, was ordered to pay more than 
$50 million dollars to resolve allegations of misusing federal funds for public housing 
projects and falsely claiming their certification of furthering fair housing.  The lawsuit, 
which was filed in 2007 by an anti-discrimination center, alleged that the County failed to 
reduce racial segregation of public housing projects in larger cities within the county and 
to provide affordable housing options in its suburbs.  The County had accepted more than 
$50 million from HUD between 2000 and 2006 with promises of addressing these 
problems. In a summary judgment in February of 2009, a judge ruled that the county did 
not properly factor in race as an impediment to fair housing and that the county did not 
accurately represent its efforts of integration in its analysis of impediments. In the 
settlement, Westchester County will be forced to pay more than $30 million to the federal 
government, with roughly $20 million eligible to return to the county to aid in public 
housing projects.  The County must also set aside $20 million to build public housing units 
in suburbs and areas with mostly white populations.  The ramifications of this case are 
expected to affect housing policies of both states and entitlement communities across the 
nation, in which activities taken to affirmatively further fair housing will likely be held to 

                                                 
25 http://www.prrac.org/pdf/FinalCERDHousingDiscriminationReport.pdf 


